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v . INTRODUCTION.

‘Wherefore, while primarily connected with the laws
of Thought, Logic is secondarily and practically allied
to language as enunciative of Thought. To enter into
the mental processes incident thereto, though so tempt-
ing a theme as already to have seduced many from the
direct subject of the science, would far exceed the
limits of this Introduction. We shall therefore content
ourselves with a few observations upon the utility of
the study connected with the Organon itself.

It is a quaint remark of Erasmus, that the human un-
derstanding, like a drunken clown lifted on horseback,
falls over on the farther side the instant he is supported
on the nearer ; and this is the characteristic of human
praise and censure. From an ignorant and exaggerated
notion of its purport, Logic, instead of being limited to
its proper sphere, was sypposed commensurate with the
whole investigation of abstract truth in relation to
matter, cause, and entity,—in fact, the substance of a
folio volume, describing every phase of human life,
compressed into a few pages of Boethius and Aldrich.
Thus, not having effected- what nothing short of a mi-
raculous expansion of the understanding could effect, it
sunk into insignificance, until recently vindicated, and
placed upon its proper footing, by Whately, Mansel,
and others.

It is true that, whether viewed as an art or a science,













viii INTRODUCTION.

further elucidation was necessary, I have referred to
standard authorities, amongst whom I would gratefully
commemorate the works of Mr. Mansel and Dr.
Whately, not forgetting my solitary predecessor in this
laborious undertaking, Thomas Taylor, whose strict
integrity in endeavouring to give the meaning of the
text deserves the highest commendation. For books
placed at my disposal I have especially to express my
sincere acknowledgments to the Rev. Dr. Hessey,
Head Master of Merchant Tailors’ School, and John
Cuninghame, Esq. of Lainshaw,

By an alteration in the original plan, it has been
found requisite, in order to equalize the size of the
volumes, to place Porphyry’s Introduction at the close,
instead of at the commencement, of the Organon.

0. F. 0.

Burstow, June 23, 1853,



ERRATA.

Page 219, line 2, in head of chapter xvii., for an t read on t -
— 273, in marginal note 4, for Instance of a syllogistic argument read
Instance of asyllogistic argument, i. e. not syllogistic
— 594, at head of chapter xxv., for from whkat is simply read from
what is not simply
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2 ARISTOTLE’S ORGANON. [cHAP. 11..

and “the picture of a man” are each termed ¢ animal,”
since of these, the name alone is common, but the definition
(of the substance according to the name) is different:! as if
any one were to assign what was in either, to constitute it
“animal,” he would allege the peculiar definition of each.
But those are called synonyms, of which both the
name is common, and the definition (of the sub-
stance according to the name) is the same,? as
both “a man” and “an ox” are “ animal,” for each of these
is predicated of as ‘“animal” by a common name, and the '
definition of the substance is the same, since if a man gave
the reason of each as to what was in either, to constitute
it ¢“animal,” he would assign the same reason.
Again, things are called paronyms which, though
differing in case, have their appellation (according to name)
from some thing, as “ a grammarian ” is called so from ¢ gram-
mar,” and “a courageous man” from * courage.”

2. What are
synonyms,

3. Paronyms.

Cuar. I1.—Of the logical division of Things and their Attributes?

1. Subjects o OF things discoursed upon, some are enunciated

disoourse com- after a complex, others after an incomplex, man-
Dmplex,  ner; the complex as “a man runs,” “a man con-

quers,” but the incomplex as “man,” ¢ox,”

1 Taylor translates Aéyoc sometimes “‘ reason,” at others  definition.””
1t is better to preserve the latter as far as may be, though the student will
do well to remember that it is capable of both significations. The brack-
ets are retained from the Leipsic and other copies.

2 Odaua, “ a thing sufficient of itself to its own subsistence.”” Taylor.
He translates it * essence,’”’ rather than ‘ substance,”” because this latter
word conveys no idea of self-subsistence. See his Introduction of Por-
phyry. It must be observed, however, that whilst by continued abstrac-
tion from the subject and different predicates of Propositions, the predi-
cates arrive at the nine other categories, the subject will ultimately end in
“ gubstance.” Cf. Phys. Ausc. lib. iii.

3 This chapter, containing the several divisions of terms, into abso-
lute and connotative, abstract and concrete, respectively, has presented
endless difficulties to commentators; and the question of relation seems
as far from being settled as ever. TL.: whole subject may perhaps be
properly condensed in the following manner. All dvra are divided by
Aristotle into four classes, Universal and Singular Substances, and Uni-
versal and Singular Attributes; the former existing per se, the latter in
the former. Universals are predicable of singulars, but attributes, in
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‘““some certain man,” yet is in no subject. Others, again,
are in a subject, yet are not predicated of any subject, (I
mean by a thing being in a subject, that which is in any
thing not as a part, but which cannot subsist without that
in which it is,) as “a certain grammatical art” is in a sub-
Jject, “the soul” but is not predicated of any; and ¢this
white thing” is in a subject, “the body,” (for all “colour” is
in “body,”) but is predicated of no subject. But some
things are both predicated of and are in a subject, as ““ sci-
ence” is in a subject—¢the soul,” but is predicated of a
subject, namely, ¢“grammar.” Lastly, some are neither in,
nor are predicated of, any subject, as “a certain man” and
“g certain horse,” for nothing of this sort is either in, or
3. Indiviguats, Predicated of, a certain subject. In short, indi-
not g;e;ijieccatted viduals, and whab.ever is one in number, are pre-

" dicated of no subject, but nothing prevents some
of them from being in a subject, for “a certain grammatical
art” is amongst those things which are in a subject, but is
not predicated of any subject. )

Cuar. II1.—Of the connexion between Predicate and Subject.

1. Statementor VW HEN one-thing is predicated of arother, as of
htmer ™ a subject, whatever things are said of the predi-

cate, may be also said of the subject,! as *the
man” is predicated of ¢ &ome certain man,” but “the snimal”
is predicated of *the man,” wherefore ‘the animal” will be
predicated of * some certain man,” since ¢ the certain man” is
2. Differenceof POth “man” and “animal.” The differences of
distinct geners different genera, and of things not arranged under

R NY s i Y |

! Genera, species, and differences, differ according to their predica-
ments, hence in each predicament, there are genera, species, and differ-
ences. Those genera also, have a mutual arrangement, one of which is
under the other, as “flying *> under * animal,” but those are not mutually
arranged, one of which, is not ranked under the other, as *“animal >’ and
“science.”” Upon the application of this general rule, see Whately and
Hill’s Logic, especially the latter, in respect to summa and subaltern,
genera, and their cognates, pages 56, 57. Properly speaking, there can
be only one highest genus, namely, Being; though relatively a subaltern
term, may at any time, be assumed as the summum genus, as “sub-

stance,”’ *“ animal,” etc.
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definition of man will be predicated of ¢some certain man,”
for “a certain man” is both “man” and “animal ;” where-
4. The contrary fore both the name and the definition will be pre-
happens in the dicated of a subject. But of things which are in
gaseofmany & subject, for the most part, neither the name nor
the definition is predicated of the subject, yet with
some, there is nothing to prevent the name from being some-
times predicated of the subject, though the definition cannot
be so; as “whiteness” being in a body, as in a subject, is
predicated of the subject, (for the body is termed “white,”)
but the definition of  whiteness” can never be predicated of
body. All other things, however, are either predicated of
primary substances, as of subjects, or are inherent in them
as in subjects ;! this, indeed, is evident, from several obvi-
ous instances, thus “animal” is predicated of * man,” and
therefore is also predicated of some ¢certain man,” for if it
5. Theuni.  Were predicated of no “man” particularly, nei-
Versal fnvolves ther could it be of “man” universally. Again,
P " “colour” is in “body,” therefore also is it in
“some certain body,” for if it were not in ‘“some one” of
bodies singularly, it could not be in “body” universally;
so that all other things are either predicated of primary sub-
stances as of subjects, or are inherent in them as in subjects ;
if therefore the primal substances do not exist, it is impossible
that any one of the rest should exist.
6. Speciesmore DUt of secondary substances, species is more
:h:':lb;t:nn:: substance than genus;? for it is nearer to the
" primary substance, and if any one explain what
the primary substance is, he will explain it more clearly and
appropriately by giving the species, rather than the genus;
as a person defining “a certain man” would do so more
clearly, by giving “man” than “animal,” for the former is
more the peculiarity of “a certain man,” but the latter is
more common. In like manner, whoever explains what “a
certain tree” is, will define it in a more known and appropri-
7. Primarysub- ate manner, by introducing ¢ tree” than  plant.”
stances become  Begjdes the primary substances, because of their

bjects to all .
;‘;31?2.;,‘."; subjection to all other things, and these last being

! Plato, in the Philebus, observes, that a philosopher ought not to de-
scend, below wholes, and common natures.
?'Vide supra, note; also Metaph. lib. iv. and vi.
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nify acertain  ject is not one, as the primary substance, but “man”
“ quale.” and “animal” are predicated in respect of many.
Neither do they signify simply a certain quality, as “ white,”
for “white ” signifies nothing else but a thing of a certain
quality, but the species and the genus determine the quality,
about the -substance, for they signify what quality a certain
substance possesses: still a wider limit is made by genus
than by species, for whoever speaks of ‘ animal,” comprehends
more than he who speaks of *man.” :
21, Primary It belongs also to substances that there is no
substancead-  contrary to them,!since what can be contrary to the
:‘;;‘r'yfm con-  primary substance, as to a certain “man,” or to a
' certain “animal,” for there is nothing contrary
either at least to “man” or to *“ animal ?” Now this is not the
peculiarity of substance, but of many other things, as for in-
. stanceof quantity ; for there is nocontrary to *two”
23 Otherin-  cubits nor to *three ” cubits, nor to ““ten,” nor toany
thing of the kind, unless some one should say that
“much” is contrary to ¢little,” or ¢ the great” to * the small ;”
but of definite quantities, none is contrary to the other. Sub-
. stance, also, appears not to receive greater or less ;*
e atemer e 1 mean, not that one substance is not, more or less,
substance, than another, for it has been already
said that it is, but that every substance is not said to be
more or less, that very thing, that it is; as if the same sub-
stance be “man ” he will not be more or less “ man ;” neither
himself than himself, nor another “man ” than another, for
one “man” is not more “ man” than another, as on¢ “white
thing ” is more and less “white” than another, and one
“beautiful” thing more and less * beautiful” than another, and
“the same thing” more or less than *‘itself;” so a body being
““ white,” is said to be more * white ” now, than it was before,
and if *“ warm ” is said to be more orless “ warm.” Substance
at least is not termed more or less substance, since *man”
is not said to be more “man” now, than before, nor any

! This, says Simplicius, is doubted by some, and indeed in his Physics,
lib. i, Aristotle apparently contradicts his own statement above by in-
stancing Form as the contrary to Privation, both being substantial ; but
Form is but partly, substance, and partly, habit, and only in so much as it
is the latter, is it contrary to Privation, not ¢ quoad substantiam.”

2 This is true, discrete quantities being unchangeable, and definite in
quantity.
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some where, and you can distinguish, and set out, where each
lies, in a superficies, and to which part of the rest, it is joined.
So also the parts of a superficies, have a certain position, for
it may be in like manner pointed out where each lies, and
what have relation to each other, and the parts of a solid, and
of a place, in like manner. On. the contrary, in
5. Parts have ey s e .
norelationin  Tespect of number, it is impossible for any one to
Tespectof num- ghow that its parts have any relative position, or
" that they are situated any where, or which of the
parts are joined to each other.. Nor as regards parts of time,
for not one of the parts of time endures, but that which
does not endure, how can it have any position? you would
rather say, that they have a certain order, inasmuch as one
part of time is former, but another latter. In the same man-
ner- is it with number, because one, is reckoned before two,
and two, before three, and so it may have a certain order, but
you can, by no means, assume, that it has position.
A speech likewise, for none of its parts en-
dures, but it has been spoken, and it is no longer possible to
bring back what is spoken, so that there can be no position
of its parts, since not one endures: some things therefore
consist of parts having position, but others of those which
7. The above have not position. What we have enumerated
named are the 8&re alone properly termed quantities; all the rest
only proper  heing so denominated by accident, for looking
quanta—all [ see .
others reduci-  t0 these, we call other things quantities, as white-
gig“;;i‘;{e'— ness is said to be much, because the superficies is
great, and an action long, because of its time be-
ing long, and motion also, is termed, much. Yet each of
these is not called a quantity by itself, for if a man should
explain the quantity of an action, he will define it by time,
describing it as yearly, or something of the sort; and if he
were to explain the quantity of whiteness, he will define it by
the superficies, for as the quantity of the superficies, so he
would say is the quantity of the whiteness ; whence the par-
ticulars we have mentioned are alone properly of themselves
termed quantities, none of the rest being so of itself, but ac-

6. Oratio.

the intellect, and confounds the distinction between order, in discrete,
and position, in continued quantities. The point is touched upon also in
lib. vi. of the Physics. Compare also ch. 12, on Priqrity, in the Cate-
gories, as to the relation in respect of number and time. -
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to be more grammatical, than another, and more healthy, and
Form incavante OTE just, and similarly in other things. Tri-
of degree. (¢, angle and square appear nevertheless incapable
haterey - of the more, as also every other figure, since those
"7 things which receive the definition of a triangle,
and of a circle, are all alike triangles or circles, but of things
which do not receive the same definition, none can be said to
be more such, than another, as a square, is not more a cir-
cle, than an oblong, for neither of them admits the definition
of the circle. Ina word, unless both receive the definition of
the thing propounded, one cannot be said to be more so and so,
than another, wherefore all qualities do not admit the more and
the less.

. Of the above-mentioned particulars them, no
vertyof quany One is peculiar to quality, but things are said to
that similitude be similar, and dissimilar, in respect of qualities
;‘;;’;::;‘i,‘,‘fﬂ ™ alone, for one thing is not like another in respect

of any thing else, than so far as it is quale, so
that it will be peculiar to quality, that the like and the unlike
should be termed so in respect of it.!

Yet we need not be disturbed lest any one should say that,
10, Reply to proposing to speak of quality, we co-enumerate
objection—that many things which are relatives, for we said that
Teaitionare”  habits and dispositions are among the number of re-
reckoned latives, and nearly in all such things the genera are
amongst rete-. called relatives, but not one of the singulars. Sci-
smongst qua-  ence, for example, although it is a genus, is said to

B be what it i3, with respect to something else, for it is
said to be the science of a certain thing, but of singulars not
one is said to be what it is, with reference to something else,
as neither grammar is said to be the grammar of something,
nor music the music of something. But even perhaps these,
are called relatives, according to genus, as grammar is said to
be the science of something, not the grammar of something,
and music the science of something, not the music of some-

! If impression and character produce similitude, and quality consists
in character, it will justly have its peculiarity according to the similar
and dissimilar. Archytas observes,  The peculiarity of quality is the si-
milar and the dissimilar; for we say that all those things are similar
in colour which have the same colour, and the same idea of character;
but those are dissimilar which subsist in a contrary manner.”
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mentioned at first, becausethey are evident ; e. g. that “to have,”
signifies to be shod, to be armed ; “where,” as in the Lyceum,
in the Forum, and the rest which are spoken of these. Of
the proposed genera therefore, sufficient has been stated.

Cnar. X.—Of Opposites.!

1. Opposites WE must now speak of opposites, in how many
areoffour  ways opposition takes place. One thing then is
Kinds. said to be opposed to another in four ways, either
as relative, or as contrary, ‘or as privation and habit, or as
affirmation and negation. Thus speaking summarily, each
thing of this kind is opposed, relatively, as * the double” to
‘“the half,” contrarily, as “evil” to “good,” privatively and
habitually, as “blindness ” and ¢“sight,” affirmatively and ne-
gatively, as “he sits,” “he does not sit.”
Whatever things then are relatively opposed, are

Tosttianive o~ gaid to be what they are with reference to opposites,

or are in some manner referred to them, as ¢ the
double of the half,” is said-to be what it is, with reference to
something else, for it is said to be the double of something ; and
“ knowledge ” is opposed relatively to the object of knowledge,
and is said, to be what it is, in reference to what may be
known, and what may be known, is said to be what it is, in
reference to an opposite, namely, *knowledge,” for ¢ the ob-
Jject of knowledge ” is said to be so, to something, namely, to"
“knowledge.”

! For a brief exposition of this chapter, the reader is referred to the
nature and laws of logical opposition in necessary, impossible, and con-
tingent matter, given in Alﬁrich, Huyshe, Whately, Hill, and Man-
sel. It will be remembered however that he here speaks of the opposi-
tion of ferms, the rules for the opposition of propositions being more
especially considered in the Interpretation : still a reference to that treatise,
as well as to the authors cited above, will be useful, as elucidating the
grounds on which all logical opposition is founded. Archytas (says
Simplicius) does not amit, but seems to have more accurately explained
the differences of contraries adduced by Aristotle. He says : Of contra-
ries, some are in the genera of genera, as good and evil, the first bemng the
genus of the virtues, the second of the vices: some again in the genera of
species, as virtue to vice, the first being the genus of prudence, temperance,
etc. ; the other of imprudence, intemperance: lastly, some in species, as
fortitude to timidity, etc. : but he adds, * there is nothing to prevent the
contraries of genera being reduced under one genus, as good and evil
under quality.”
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genus, have by division a mutual opposition; those, how-
ever, are simply simultaneous whose generation is at the same
time.!

Caar. XIV.—Of Motion?

1. Motiomof  OF motion, there are six species, generation, cor-
six kinds. ruption, increase, diminution, alteration, and
change of place.

The other motions then evidently differ from each other,
for neither is generation, corruption, nor increase, diminu-
tion, nor alteration, change of place, and so of the rest. In
2. Alteration the case of alteration however, there is some
dnestionably,  doubt, whether it be not sometimes necessary that
rest, this dis-  what is altered, be so, in respect to some one, of
proved. the other motions, but this is not true, for it hap-
pens that we are altered, as to nearly all the passions, or at
least the greater part of them, without any participation
of the other motions, for it is not necessary that what is
passively moved should be either increased or diminished.
Wherefore, alteration will differ from the other motions, since

Ist, By noin- 1if it were the same, it would be necessary that
crease or dimi- whqt i3 altered, be forthwith increased or dimin-

tion
::myoencffr:ng ished, or follow some of the other motions, but

o egatisal-© thig is not necessary. Similarly, also, what is in-

2nd, Bymo . creased or moved with any other motion, ought
placein 5 to be altered (in quality); but some things are

quality. increased which are not so altered, as a square
is increased when a gnomon? is placed about it, but it has

! The office of Logic being to guard against ambiguity in the use of
terms;; it is clear that by nominal division alone, species from the same
genus will often have a subordinate opposition, as antagonistic in its na-
ture, as opposite genera; for example, purple, yellow, etc., under colour.
Boethius uses division in three senses: 1. Of a genus into species. 2. Of
a whole into its parts. 3. Of an equivocal term into its several significa-
tions. Cicero, Top. vi. ch., calls the first, divisio, the second, partitio.
Aristotle approves division by contraries. See Top. vi. 6, 3, de part.
Anim. i. 3.

" =2 the Ph{sics, books iii. v. vi. vii. viii., also Metaph. lib. x.

In the 11th ch. of the 10th book, Meta., he defines motion,
rysia ptv elvar oxel Tic drekng 8¢ Vide also the Scholia
tz, ‘H xiwnoic torw tEdN\\alic kal ixoracic.

ring figure will illustrate this comparison: the use of the
the ascertainment of right angles.
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2. Quantity  or as to quantity, as the size which any one has;
thus he is said to have the size of three or four cubits ; or
3. Investiture. a3 things about the body, as a garment or a

-4.Inapart. tunic;! or as in a part, as a ring in the hand ;
5. Astoapart. OT as a part, as the hand or the foot; or as ina
6. In measure. vessel, as a bushel has wheat, or a flagon, wine,
for the flagon is said to have? the wine, and the bushel the
wheat ; all these therefore are said to have, as in a vessel ; or

as & possession, for we are said to have a house or

land. '

A man is also said to have a wife, and the wife a husband,
but the mode now mentioned, of *to have,” seems the most
s. Alsoinal.  foreign, for we mean nothing else by having a wife,
rectlyorby  than that she cohabits with & man ; there may
. perhaps appear to be some other modes of having,
but those usually mentioned have nearly all been enumerated.

7. Possession.

ON INTERPRETATION.?

CHAP. L—What Interpretation is, which is here discussed : of the
Symbbols or Erponents of the Passions by the voice—of Nouns and
Verbs. .

1.Thingsenun- WE must first determine what a noun, and what

iated by th . .
voice ary sym- 8 VerD, are ; next, what are negation, affirmation,

bols of the pas- enunciation, and & sentence.
sions 1n the . . . .
soul. Those things therefore which are in the voice,

! This is Shakspearian usage also. Sometimes this form is applied
generally to condition or estate, and even attire, and manner. See Win-
ter’s Tale, iv. 3. The next are in the sense of * holding,” again.

3 More properly xwpeiv. It is evident throughout this chapter, that
the elliptical modes in which we employ ‘“ have’ as an auxiliary verb
are endless, and in the use of it, the assimilation of the English to the
Greek is peculiar. Sometimes a very decided verb is omitted, and the
auxiliary made to stand alone; thus, in K. Henry VIII. act ii. sc. 2,

~—*All the clerks,
I mean the learned ones, in Christian kingdoms,
Have their free voices ”’——for “ have sent” their free voices.
For the Aristotelian usages of the word, compare Metaph. lib. iv. ¢. 23.

3 Having discussed in the Categories the doctrine of simple terms,

Aristotle, in the following treatise, proceeds to the discussion of Proposi-
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upon theaf- 18 Dot just,” but the opposite, “ some man is just,”
firmative, and  follows “not every man is not just,” for it is neces-

" sary that some man should be just. In the case
also of singulars, it is evident that if a man being questioned
denies truly, he asserts also truly, as, “Is Socrates wise?
No!” Socrates therefore is not a wise man. But in the case
of universals, what is similarly asserted is not true, but the
negation is true, as, “ Is every man wise? No!” Every man
. therefore is not wise; for this is false, but this,
farewen= & not every man then is wise,” is true, and this is

opposite, but that is contrary.

Opposites, however, as to indefinite nouns and verbs, as “non-
man” and “non-just,” may seem to be negations without a noun
and verb, but they are not so, for the negation must always of
necessity be either true or false, but he who says “non-man”
does not speak more truly or falsely, but rather less, than he who
6 Ani says *“man,” except something be added. Still the

. An indefi- . 2. » .
nite not ale-  assertion, “every non-man is just,” does not sig-
gitimate enun- pify the same as any one of those (propositions), nor

the opposite to this, namely, * not every non-man
is just ;” but the assertion, “every one not just is not a man,”
means the same with, “no one is just who is not a man.”

Nouns and verbs indeed, when transposed, have-the same sig-
nification, as, “ he is a white man,” “he is a man white,” for
unless it be so, there will be many negations of the same thing,
but it has been shown that there is one of one; of this, “he
is a white man,” there is the negation “he is not a white man,”

-and of the other, “he is a man white,” (éxcept this be the
same with *he is a white man,”) the negation will either be
“he is not, not a man white,” or “he is not a man white.”
7. Nodifer- But the one is a'negation of this, “he is not a
ence in afirm- gy white,” and the other of this, “he is a white

ation or nega- . .
tion produced man” (so! that there will be two negations of one

! This parenthetical sentence is omitted by Taylor, but given by Bek-
ker, Waitz, Buhle, and Averrois; the last gives the following scheme of

Enunciationum indefinitarum dispositio.

{ Affirmativa simplex Negativa simplex }
Homo est justus Homo non est justus
{ Negativa infinita Affirmativa infinita
Homo non est non justus Homo est non justus }
g [ Negativa privatoria Affirmativa privatoria} F
“Tomo non est injustus Homo est injustus
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wpodiopicgacfa,. €DUNCIAte this or that part of the contradiction;
aylor. but the interrogator must besides define, whether
this particular thing, or not this, be a man.

As, however, there are some things predicated
as composites, so that there is one whole predicable,
of those which are predicated separately, but others are not so,
what is the difference ? For in respect of “ man,” we may truly
and separately predicate “animal”and “biped,” and these as one
thing ; also “man” and “white,” and these as one thing ; but
not if he is “a shoemaker” and “a good man,” is he therefore
3. Disjunctions also a good shoemaker. For if, because each of
nottobeas-  these is true, both, conjointly, should be of neces-
e tven tun, Sity true, many absurdities would follow, for -

“man” and *“white” are truly predicated of a
man, so that the whole together may be ;! again, if the thing
“ig white,” the whole conjointly “is white,” wherefore, it
will be “a man white, white,” even to infinity; again, “a
musician white walking,” and these frequently involved to
infinity. Once more, if  Socrates” is *“ Socrates” and “ man,”
“ Socrates” is also “ Socrates man,” and if he is “ man” and
“biped,” he is also “man biped ;” wherefore it is evident, if
a man says conjunctions are simply produced,? the result will
be that he will utter many absurdities.

Let us now show how they are to be placed. Of ‘things
predicated, and of those of whick it happens to be predi-
cated, whatever are accidentally enunciated, either in respect
of the same, or the one of the other, these will not be one ; as
“man is_white,” and ‘a musician;” but  whiteness” and

Karnydpnua.

lectica, quoniam questione dialecticA non interrogatur que sit hominis
definitio, sed utrum hec sit hominis definitio, an non sit. Waitz.

! Since “man’’ and ‘“ white” are predicated at the same time, and the
subject may be said to be ‘“a white man.”” The rule is, that we cannot
use a separate predicate when there is in the subject any thing so opposed
to a portion of the predicate, as to cause any contradiction, as if a dead
man were called a man. If there is any contradiction between the pre-
dicate and subject, the proposition will be false, yet if there be no such *
contradiction, it does not follow that the latter is always true. In most
cases, however, of this sort, we find a fourth term surreptitiously intro-
duced, by the ambiguity of the copula.

? Tag ovpmAoxde amwhi¢ yiveoOar, si quis simpliciter dicat com-
plexiones fieri. Averrois. Compare Whately, book i. and ii. ch. 5; also
book iii. sect. 9; also Hill’s Logic, 108, et seq., and observations upon
logicgl division. X . .
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aro the 4oy the principle of the existence, or of the non-exist-
mivior**+ 7 ence of all things, and we should consider other

things as consequent upon these.! Hence from
what we have stated, it is clear that whatever exists of necessity,
is in energy, so that if eternal natures are prior in existence,
4 Thers &, energy also is prior to power, and some things, a8
fudrens B xav' the first substances, are energies without power,
Priority. but others with power, namely, those which are
prior by nature, but posterior in time : lastly, there are some

which are never energies, but are capacities only.

Cuar. XIV. Of Contrary Propositions.?

1. Those opin- BUT whether is affirmation contrary to negation,
ions are con-  or affirmation to affirmation ? and is the sentence

! The following order will explain:

1 3
1t is necessary to be It is not necessary to be
It is not possible not to be It is possible not to be
It may not happen not to be It may happen not to be
It is impossible not to be. It is impossible not to be.
2 4
It is necessary not to be . It is not necessary not to be -
It is not possible to be It is possible to be
It may not happen to be It may happen to be
It is impossible to be. It is not impossible to be.

Waitz observes that he does not. consider the wpdry odaia here as in the
Categories, but as in the Metaphysics. Vide Metap. b. iii. 4, 6, etc., also
Physics, lib. ii. and De Anima, i. 1, 2,and ii. 1, 2. Ed. Trendelenburg.
The learned note of Ammonius, too long to insert, tends to show no
more than what can be gleaned by the student from a reference to the
places quoted, namely, that with Aristotle, energy is prior to capacity,
and that the necessary being invariably the same in subsistence, can only
be predicated of things which are always in energy: this conclusion
being syllogistically educed, he proceeds to evolve the contingents and
consequences, placing form in energy, matter in capacity. In the Meta.
12th book, he calls the gods—essences in energy. Composites are those
which participate of matter, and either may or may not retain form : thus
beings are, first, energies simple and immutable, next, those which are
mutable, yet connected with energy, others, which precede energy as to
time, but do not always obtain it, lastly, others which subsist as to capa-
city alone, and are not naturally adapted to energy. Vide Ammonius in
librum de Interpretatione.

2 This chapter is not given separately in the text, by Waitz: with
Ammonius it forms the fifth section of the treatise. He considers it either
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such opinions as imagine the non-inherent to be inherent, nor
the inherent to be non-inherent, (for both are infinite,! both
as many as imagine the non-inherent to be inherent, and the
inherent to be non-inherent) ; but in those things in which there
is deception, (therein we admit contraries,) and these are from
which there are generations; generations however are from
opposites, wherefore deceptions also. If then good is good
and not evil, and the one is essential, but the other accidental
—for it is accidental to it not to be evil) and of every thing
the opinion is more true and false which is essential, if the
true (be assumed)—the opinion that good is not good, is
false in respect of that which is essentially inherent, but
the opinion that it is evil is false of that which is from acci-
dent, so that the opinion of the negation of good would be
more false than the opinion of the contrary. He is however
especially deceived about every thing who holds a contrary
opinion, for contraries belong to things which are the most
diverse about the same thing. If then one of these is con-
trary, but the opinion of the negation is more contrary, it
is evident that this itself will be (truly) contrary; but the
opinion that the good is evil is complex, for it is nece

perhaps, that the same man should suppose (good) not good.
Once more, if it is requisite for thelike to occur in other things,
it may seem to have been well said in this case also; for the
(opposition) of negation is either every where or no where;
but whatever things have no contraries, of these, the opposite
to the true opinion is false, as he is mistaken who fancies “a
man” “not a man,” if then these (negations) are contrary the
other (opinions) also, of negation, are. Besides, it is the same
as to the opinion of good that it is good, and of what is not
good, that it is not good ; and also the opinion of good, that it
is not good, and of what is not good that it is good; to the
opinion then of the not good that it is not good, which is true,
2. Natureof What will be the contrary? Certainly not that
-contrariety be- which says that it is evil, since it may at one
tion and nega- and the same time be true; but truth is never
tion. contrary to truth, for whatever is not good is evil,
so that it will happen that these opinions, shall be at one and
the same time, true. Nor again will that (opinion) that it is not

' This parenthesis is omitted by Taylor. I follow the reading of Buhle
‘and Waitz,
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THE PRIOR ANALYTICS.!

BOOK I.
Cuar. 1.—Of Proposition, Term, Syllogism, and its Elements.

1. Purport of LT i8 first requisite to say what is the subject,

- this treatise—
. the attamment CODCerning which, and why, the present treatise

b e is undertaken, nameély, that it is concerning de-
; monstration, and for the sake of demonstrative
{ science; we must afterwardy define, what ‘is a proposition,
; what a term, and what a syllogism, also what kind of syllo-
| gism is perfect, and what imperfect ; lastly, what it is for
[ * a thing to be, or not to be, in a certain whole, and what

we say it is to be predlca.ted of every tlnng, or of nothing

(of a class).

2. Definition of A Proposition then is a sentence which affirms or

m?tri:;«r) pro- denies something of something,? and this is uni-
either, versal, or particular, or indefinite ; I denominate

1. ka6 ov, uni- ivo : 3 . .
veraal " universal, the being present® with all or none;

2. bucper, par- particular, the being present with something, or
ticular, . . . %
3. orddispioroy, MOt With something, or not with every thing;

indefinite. but the indefinite the being present or not being
present, without the universal or particular (sign); as for
example, that there is the same science of contraries, or that

! Aristotle herein analyzes syllogism and demonstration into their prin-
ciples; the names Prior and Posterior were given to these treatises in
the time of Galen, but it is remarkable, that when Aristotle cites them,
he denominates the former, “Concerning Syllogism,” and the latter
¢ Concerning Demonstration.”” Upon the subject of title, compare St.
Hilaire, Mémoire, vol. i. p. 42, with Waitz, vol. i. p. 367 ; and for general
elucidation of the treatise itself, much information has been derived from
the valuable commentary of Pacius.

2 Oratio indicativa, etc., Aldrich, “ Oratio enunciativa,”’ Boethius. The
latter’s definition is the better.

3 The word vrapyewv, inesse, has given ample scope for the exercise of
logical contention: Taylor objects to translating it, the being inherent,
and points out an anomaly arising from Pacius’ use of it in this way,
in the next chapter. He asserts that the real Aristotelian sense is
‘¢ being present with.” For the account of the word, see note, p. 53.
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in the following treatises, but for our present requirements
what has now been determined by us may per-
8- Definition of haps suffice. Again, I call that a “term,” into
~—opot. . 05 . .
which a proposition is resolved, as for instance,
the predicate and that of which it is predicated, whether to be
or not to be is added or separated. Lastly, a
Libgsar®  syllogism is a sentence in which certain things
being laid down, something else different from
the premises necessarily results, in consequence of their ex-
istence.!. I say that, “in consequence of their existence,”
something results through them, but though something happens
through them, there is no need of any external term in order
I Thelatrer L0 the existence of the necessary (consequence).
either perfact, W herefore I call a perfect syllogism that which
et oh  requires nothing else, beyond (the premises) as-
sumed, for the necessary (consequence) to appear:
but an imperfect syllogism, that which requires besides, one
or more things, which are necessary, throngh the supposed
terms, but have not been assumed through propositions.? But
for one thing to be in the whole of another, and for one thing
to be predicated of the whole of another, are thé same thing,
8. Definition 80 We say it is predicated of the whole, when no-
of predication  thing can be assumed of the subject, of which the
deemniet  other may not be asserted, and as regards being
predicated of nothing, in like manner.?

! Vide Aldrich. Aristotle’s definition is translated by Aulus Gellius, xv.
26. Oratio in qud, consensis quibusdam et concessis aliud quid, quam
que concessa sunt, per ea, qua concessa sunt necessario conficitur. -
On the subject of the syllogism being a petitio principii, vide Mansel’s
Logic, Appendix D.

? Cf. Aquinas Opusc. 47. de Syll. cap. viii. Scotus, lib. i. Anal.
Prior, Queest. xxii. seqq. Occam, Log. p. 3, cap. 6. The direct and in-
direct ?llogisms of the Schoolmen must not be confounded with the per-
fect and imperfect of Aristotle : an indirect syllogism has the minor term
the predicate, and the major the subject, of the conclusion.

3 That is, when nothing can be assumed of the subject of which the
other can be predicated. With Aristotle the *“ dictum de omni et nullo,”
is the principle of all syllogism. Vide Whately, b. i. sect. 4. See also the
same principle, Categor. 3.
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5. Definition of But I call that the middle,! which is itself in an-
4 méoor, and of Other, whilst another is in it,2 and which also be-
ﬁ;gmy‘“ comes the middle by position,? but the extreme*

that which is itself in another, and in which an-
other also is.> For if A is predicated of every B, and B of
every C, A must necessarily be predicated of every C, for it
has been before shown, how we predicate of every ;” so also
if A is predicated of no B, but B is predicated of every C, A
will not be predicated of any C. But if the first is in every

! That is, in the first figure, because the middle 1s piaced otherwise in
the second and third figures.

? That is, in the first figure ; the middle is the subject of the major pre-
mise, and predicate of the minor.

3 That is, the middle is placed between the extremes. Aristotle, ig
his figures, regards rather the extension of the middle, than its position
in th2e two premises. Vide Trendelenburg, Elem. sect. 28. Waitz, Anal.
Pr. 23.

4 The majus extremum, rd ueilov dxpoy, is called also o wpwriy.
An. Pr. book i. ch. 31 ; the minus, 70 é\arrov, also ro Zoxarov. An.
Pr. book ii. ch. 8. Cf. Aldrich, cap. iii. sect. 3. :

5 The minor extreme is the subject of the middle in the minor pre-
mise; and the major extreme is the predicate of the middle in the major
Ppremise.

Ex. 1. Every man is an animal Every man is an animal
No horse is a man No stone is a man
Every horse is an animal. No stone is an animal,
Ex. 2. No line is science No line is science
No medicine is a line No unity is a line

Every medicine is science. No unity is science.

Ex. 3. Some habit {is } good -  Some habit { is } good

is not is not
All prudence is a habit All ignorance is a habit
All prudence is good. No ignorance is good.
Ex. 4. Some horse {}: n ot} white  Some horse { ;:_ not} white
No swan is a horse No crow is a horse
Every swan is white. No crow is white.
Ex. 5. Every man is an animal Every man is an animal
Something white (i.e.a swan) Something white (i. e. snow) is not
is not a man a man
Every swan is an animal. No snow is an animal.
Ex. 6. No man is inanimate No man is inanimate
Something white (i. e. snow) Something white (i. e. a swan) is
is not & man not a man

All snow is inanimate. No swan is inanimate.
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in this figure are imperfect, for all of them are produced from
certain assumptions, which are either of necessity in the terms,
or are admitted as hypotheses, as when we demonstrate by the
5. Noamma impossible. Lastly, it appears that an affirmative
tive conciusion  Syllogism is not produced in this figure, but all
inthis figwre.  gro pegative, both the universal and also the
particular.!

Crar. VI—Of Syllogisms in the third Figure.

1. Txiwar,  WHEN with the same thing one is present with
e e s €very, but the other with no individual, or both
racteristio—the with every, or with none, such I call the third
e ia'bom figure ; and the middle in it, I call that of which
mch:e:y_n’;? we predicate both, but the predicates the ex-
gismin this  tremes, the greater extreme being the one more
figure. remote from the middle, and the less, that which
is nearer to the middle. But the middle is placed beyond the
extremes, and is last in position ; now neither will there be a
perfect syllogism, even in this figure, but there

;i“,'ne"""“"“ may be one,* when the terms are joined to the
middle, both universally, and not wuniversally.

Now when the terms are universally so, when, for instance,
P and R are present with every S, there will be a syllogism,
so that. P will necessarily be present with some certain R, for
since an affirmative is convertible, S will be present to a cer-
tain R. Wherefore since P is present to every S, but S to
sonde certain R, P must necessarily be present with some R,
for a syllogism arises in the first figure. We may also make
. _. . the demonstration through the impossible, and by
du o kb exposition.? For if both are present with every
S, if some S is assumed, (e. g.) N, both P and R

! For the special rules and necessary negative conclusion in this figure,
vide Whately and Aldrich ; and for the priuciples of the several figures,
compare Hill’s Logic. 'The enumeration of distinct axioms for the second
and third figures, occurs in Lambert Nues Organon, part i. ch. 4, sect.
232.  According to him, the use of the second figure 1s for the discovery
and proof of differences in things; and of the third, for those of examples
and exceptions.

. 2 The method called éxBeoig signifies by exhibiting an individual case,
‘‘ exponere sensui,”” hence a syllogism with singular premiseg is called
‘“ gyllogismus expositorius.” It is doubtful whether Aristotle regarded
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will not be necessary, for it is not necessary that no “man”
should be “moved,” but also it is not necessary that a certain
man should be moved ; therefore it is clear that the conclu-
sion is of that which is necessarily present with no one, hence
the terms must be assumed in a better manner.! But if the
3. Minor nega- Negative be joined to the minor extreme, signify-
tive contingent. ing to be contingent, from the assumed propositions
there will be no syllogism, but there will be as in the former

! That is, instead of science, or an abstract term, we must assume one
which may concur with man, e. g. “scientific,”” since a man may be
“‘scientific,”” though he cannot be * science.”

Ex. 6. It happens that {every } ani- It happens that {every } animal

no no
mal is white is white

No snow is an animal No pitch is an animal

It is necessary that all snow It is necessary that no pitch should
should be white. be white.

Ex. 7. It happens that {:;ery} ani- It happens that {:;ery } animal

mal is white is white

Some snow is not an animal  Some pitch is not an animal

It is necessary that all snow It isnecessary that no pitch should
should be white. be white.

thi . .
Ex. 8. It happens that {:‘:)T:vei'nygthing} white is an animal

Every

No

Some

Not every
It isnecessary that every man should be an animal.

man is white

It happens that { :%Tgl:;r];'gthin g} white is an animal

Every

No

Some

Not every
It is necessary that no garment should be an animal.

Something
Not every thing

garment is white

} white is an animal
every
no .
some
not every
It is necessary that every man should be an animal.

It happens that man is white
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CraP. XXII.—Of Syllogisms with one Premise necessary, and the
other contingent in the third Figure.

IF one premise be necessary, but the other con-
). Ruleafor  tingent, the terms being affirmative there will be
thethirdfigure, glways a syllogism of the contingent; but when

e one” ome is affirmative but the other negative, if the
other contln-  gffirmative be necessary there will be a syllogism
EREPIEIE  of the contingent mon-inesse; if however it be
negative, there will be one both of the contingent and of the
absolute non-inesse. There will not however be a syllogism
of the necessary non-inesse, as neither in the other figures.
Let then, first, the terms be affirmative, and let A be neces«
1. Each propo- S8rily with every C, but B happen to be with every
sition, afirma- C ; therefore since A is necessarily with every C,
tive. but C is contingent to a certain B, A will also be
contingently, and not necessarily, with some certain B ; for thus
it is concluded in the first figure. It can be similarly proved
if B C be assumed as necessary, but A C contin-
gent.*

2. Majornegs-  Ag8iN, let one premise be affirmative, but the
tive, minor ~ other negative, and let the affirmative be neces-
affrmative. sary ; let also A happen to be with no C, but let B
necessarily be withevery C ; again there will be the first figure ;!

# Example (1.)

It happéns that something white { 5‘: not
Bomething white {é: n ot} a man

It is necessary that every man should be an animal.
is

is not

}ananimal

It happens that some animal { } a horse

Something white { En ot

It is necessary that no man should be a horse.

} o man

Ex. 1. It happens that every man is It happens that every man is
white white
It is necessary thatevery man It is necessary that some ani-
should be an animal mal should be a man
.. It happens that some animal .. It happens that some animal
is white is white.

* Taylor inserts here — ““and the conclusion will be contingent, but not
pure *—which is omitted by Waitz.
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;'ii:: tyllo-  and always infers something of prior matter.!
Now this has first escaped the notice of all those
who use it, and they endeavour to show that d.emonstra.twn
about essence and the very nature of a thing is possible, so
that they neither perceive that those who divide happen to
syllogize, nor that it is possible in the manner we have said.
In demonstrations therefore, when it is requisite to infer ab-
solute presence, the middle term by which the syllogism is
2. Tn demon. Produced must always be less, and must not be
stration of the universally predicated of the first extreme, but on
:.,bf(f;}’em ,;,:,‘l: the contrary, division takes the universal for the
be less, andnot middle term. For let animal be A, mortal B, im-
universal in re-
spectofthefirst mortal C, and man of whom we ought to assume
extreme. the definition D, every animal then comprehends
either mortal or immortal, but this is that the whole of what-
ever may be A is either B or C. Again, he who divides
man, admits that he is animal, so that he assumes A to be
predicated of D, hence the syllogism is that every D is either
Bor C, wherefore it is necessary for man to be either mortal
or 1mmortal yet it is not necessary that animal should be
mortal, but this is desired to be granted, which was the very
thing which ought to have been syllogistically in-
ferred.* Again, taking A for mortal animal, B
for pedestrian, C without feet, and D for man, in the same
manner it assumes A to be either with B or C, for every mortal
animal is either pedestrian or without feet, and that A is pre-
dicated of D, for it has assumed that man is a mortal animal,
so that it is necessary that man should be either a pedestrian

« Example (1.)

! i. e. of universals, or of things more nearly approaching to these.

Ex. 1. Every animal is either mortal or immortal
Every man is an animal
.*. Every man is either mortal or immortal.

The conclusion here was to have been, that every man is mortal; but he
who divides does not prove this, but desires it to be granted.

Ex. 2. Every mortal animal is pedestrian or without feet
Every man is a mortal animal
.. Every man is pedestrian or without feet.

Ex. 3. Every length is or is not commensurable
Every diameter is a length
. Every diameter is or is not commensurable.
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sign, so that laughter is not a sign, and similarly in other
. cases, wherein the problem is subverted from the genus being
in some way referred to it.! Moreover, occasion is not oppor-
tune time, for to the divinity there is occasion, but not oppor-
tune time, because there is nothing useful to divinity, we
must take as terms, occasion, opportune time, and divinity,
s Mothodor DU the proposition must be assumed according to
assuming pro-  the case of the noun, since, in short, we assert this
positions and - ypjversally, that we must always place the terms
according to the appellations of the nouns, e. g.
man, or good, or contraries, not of man, nor of good, nor of
contraries, but we must take propositions according to the cases
of each word, since they are either to this as the equal, or of
this as the double, or this thing as striking, or seeing, or this
one as man, animal, or if the noun falls in any other way, ac-
cording to the proposition.

Crar. XXXVIL—Rules of Reference to the forms of Predication,

For this thing to be with that, and for one thing
sbamts e and 0 be truly predicated of another, must be assumed

cation we must 1 ivi .
e Treaost in 88 many ways as the categories are divided ; the

veral varieties latter must also be taken either in a certain re-
of eategorical  gpect,? or simply, moreover either as simple ¢ or

connected,? in a similar manner also with regard
to the non-inesse ; these however must be better considered
and defined.

! Either directly or obliquely. Aristotle calls the middle term in the
second figure, genus, because as the latter is predicated, the middle term
in the second figure is also predicated ; otherwise they differ greatly, since
genus is predicated of species affirmatively, but the middle in the second
figure is partly predicated affirmatively, and partly negatively, since one
premise ought to affirm, and the other deny.

2 This syllogism is in the third figure; the middle term being
* divinity.”

3 As, an Ethiopian has white teeth.

* As, a swan is an animal.

 As, a swan is a white animal.
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- cated of all these A is predicated also, and if B is predicated
of every, A will also thus be predicated, but if it is not
predicated of every individual it is not necessary that A should
be predicated of every individual. .

Still we need not imagine that any absurdity will occur
from this exposition, for we do not use the expression that
this is a particular definite thing,! but as a geometrician says
that this is a foot in length, is a straight line, and is without
breadth though it is not so, he does not however so use them,
as if he inferred 2 from these. In a word, that which is not
2. Certain ex- 88 & Whole to a part, and something else in refer-
pressions used  ence to this as a part to a whole, from nothing of
forillustration. 4} ese can a demonstrator demonstrate, where-
fore neither is there a syllogism, but we use exposition as we
do sense ® when we address a learner, since we do not (use it)
so as if it were impossible to be demonstrated without these,
as (we use propositions) from which a syllogism is con-
structed.

Cuap. XLIT.—That not all Conelusions in the same Syllogism are
produced through one Figure.

1. The conciu. L/ET u8 not forget that all conclusions in the same

sion anevi-  syllogism are not produced by one figure, but one
dence in what

figure the through this figure, and another through that, so
inquiry is tobe that clearly we must make the* resolutions in

’ the same manner, but since not every problem is
proved in every ® figure, but arranged in each, it is evident
from the conclusion in what figure the inquiry must be
made.®

1 Examples are not adduced to prove, but to illustrate.

3 Tanquam ex his ratiocinans. Averrois.

3 T &8 terifeofa: (exhibere sensui) dvrw ypwpeba dorep kai vy atoda-
veofai. Cf. Aquinas Opusc. 47. Zabarella, cap. vii. aioOnotc, sensa-
tion, signifies the perception of the external senses. Vide Ethics, b. vi.
chap. 2, and 11; Phys. b. iii. and vii. )

4 i. e. the several syllogisms to their proper figures.

5 As no affirmative in the second nor universal in the third.

¢ In qu figurd queerendum sit problema aliquod. Buhle.
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¢ Example (5). 8ame terms.* Also if the affirmative premise is
5. Atirmative partly false, but the negative wholly true, for no-
pertly 84 thing prevents A being presentwith a certain B, but
not present with the whole of C, and B being present with no C,
as animal is with something white, but with no pitch, and
whiteness with no pitch. Hence if A is assumed present with
the whole of B, but with no C, A B is partly false, but A C
+ Example (6.) Wholly true, also the conclusion will be true.}
6. Bothpartly Also if both propositions are partly false, the con-
false. clusion will be true, since A may concur with a cer-

B A
Ex. 8. Nothing white is an animal
C A

Every thing black is an animal
v B

.* . Nothing black is white.
A
Ex. 9. No man is an animal
C A
Something white is an anin;}al
C
*. Something white is not a man.
B A
Ex. 10, Every thing inanimate is an animal
C A

Something white is not an animal

*. Something white is not inanimate.
B A
Ex. 11. No number is an animal
A .
Something inanimate is an animal
C B
.*. Something inanimate is not number.
A
Ex. 12. Every man is an animal
(o] A
Something pedestrian is not an animal
C B

.*+ Something pedestrian is not a man.
B A

Ex. 13. Every science is an animal
(o]

A certain man is not an animal
B

.*. A certain man is not science.
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a certain C, and A not consisting with every B, as whiteness
is not present with a certain animal, but beauty is with some
one, and whiteness is not with every thing beautiful, so that
if A is assumed present with no C, but B with every C, both
premises will be partly false, but the conclusion will be
» Example 4 true.* Likewise, if one premise be assumed
5. One whonty Wholly false, but the other wholly true, for both
false, the other A and B may follow every C, but A not be with
) acertain B, as animal and whiteness follow every
swan, yet animal is not with every thing white. These terms
therefore being laid down, if B be assumed present with the
whole of C, but A not with the whole of it, B C will be wholly
true, and A C wholly false, and the conclusion will

t Example 5) pe true.t So also if B C is false,but A C true, for
6. there are the same terms for demonstration, black,
1 Example (6.) Swan, inanimate.'} Also even if both premises
are assumed affirmative, since nothing prevents
B following every C, but A not wholly being pre-
sent with it, also A may be with a certain B, as animal is

7. Both affirm.

! i, e. to deduce a true conclusion from false premises.

] A
Ex. 7. Every swan is black
(o] B

Every swan is an animal

.". Some animal is black.

C A
Ex. 8. Every swan is an animal

B
Every swan is black
B A
.". Something black is an animal.

(o} A
Ex. 9. Every man is beautiful
C

B
Every man is a biped
B A

.*. Some biped is beautiful.

(o} A

Ex. 10, Every man is a biped
C B

Every man is beautifal
B A
Something beautiful is a biped.
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if both! there will be the same conclusion, when
2 A e We need another. In those térms then which are
kindnot truly  not converted, a syllogism is produced from one
made, except o,
through con- undemonstrated proposition, for we cannot demon-
;’:{]'etge‘:"",’;" strate by this term, that the third is with the mid-
assumption  dle, or the middle with the first, but in those which
comosonly.  are converted we may demonstrate all by each

other, as if A B and C reciprocate ; for A C can
be demonstrated by the middle,2 B; again,® A B (the major)
through the conclusion, and through the propesition B C, (the
minor) being converted ; likewise 4 also B C the minor through
+ The minor of the conclusion, and the proposition A B con-
of the 2nd verted. We must however demonstrate the pro-
syllogism. position C B,* and B A,} for we use these alone
e malorof undemonstrated, if then B is taken as present
gism. with every C,} and C with every A, there will
zi'f,ge Stheyll- be a syllogism of B in respect to A.§ Again, if
§ i thatBis C i8 assumed present with every A, and A with
with A, _every B,| it is necessary that C should be present
L e AT with every B, in both 3 syllogisms indeed, the pro-

position C A is taken undemonstrated, for the
others were demonstrated. Wherefore if we should show
this, they will all have been shown by each other.
If then C is assumed present with every B,¥ and
B with every A, both propositions are taken de-
monstrated, and C is necessarily present with A, hence it is
clear that in convertible propositions alone, demonstrations
may be formed in a circle, and through each other, but in
others as we have said before,5 it occurs also in these? that

4 The4thsyllo-
gism, CB A.

! Premises in the first syllogism.

? The first syllogism of a circle, A B C.

3 The second syllogism, A C B. ¢ The sixth syllogism, B A C.
5 i. e. in the fifth and third.

One proposition is not demonstrated in a circle.

7 i. e. in the 3rd, 4th, and 5th, in which the converse propositions are
proved. It must be remembered that a circle consists of six syllogisms,
the others flowing from the first: of these, the 2nd proves tie major,
and the 6th the minor of the first, but both assume the conclusion of the
first, to which the 2nd adds the converse minor, and the 6th the con-
verse major of the first: hence the 2nd and 6th prove directly the pro-
positions of the first, but assume two converse propositions, which have
also to be proved to make the circle complete. This is done by the third
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premise by conversion, for it is always subverted through the
third figure, but we must assume both propositions to the
minor term, likewise also if the syllogism is negative. For
let A be shown through B to be present with no C, where-
fore if A is assumed present with every C,! but with no B, B
will be with no C, and if A and B are with every C, A will
be with a certain B, but it was present with none.?

If however the conclusion is converted contra-
dictorily, the (other) syllogisms also will be con-
tradictory,® and not universal, for one premise is particular,
so that the conclusion will be particular. For let the syllo-
gism be affirmative, and be thus converted, hence if A is not
with every C, but with every B, B will not be with every C,
and if A 18 not'with every C, but B with every C, A will not
be with every B. Likewise, if the syllogism be
negative,* for if A is with a certain C,* but with
no B, B will not be with a certain C, and not
simply t with no C, and if A is with a certain C}
and B with every C, as was assumed at first,® A will be with
a certain B. :

3. In particu- n particular syllogisms, when the conclusion is
lars, of the first - converted contradictorily,both propositions are sub-
o Mheni™® verted, but when contrarily, neither of them ; for it
gonverted con- o longer happens, as with universals, that through
both proposi.  failure of the conclusion? by conversion, a subver-
o areSw> sion is produced, since neither can we subvert it}
tzra];g{{ineither- at all. For let A be demonstrated of a certain C,}

) if therefore A is assumed present with no C,° bat
B with a certain C, A will not be with a certain B,19 and if A

2.

* i. e. Celarent.

t Universally.

! i. e. by converse of the conclusion and assumption of the minor.

2 By hypothesis in the major premise of Celarent.

3 In their opposition, for they will prove a particular conclusion contra-
dicting the previously assumed universal proposition.

¢ The subversion of the minor in Ferison.

5 The subversion of the major in Disamis.

¢ In the minor proposition of Celarent.

7 é\\eimovrog Tov cvpmepaoparog, deficiente conclusione, Buhle.
This expression signifies the change from an universal to a particular in
the conclusion, because in the latter case it comprehends fewer things.

8 Because there is no syllogism from particular premises.

9 The subversion of the minor in Camestres—while the major of the
first syllogismn is retained.

! The contradictory of the major will be concluded.
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ly,andvice  like manner it will be possible when the syllo-
versd.. gisms are ostensive, to deduce to the impossible in
the assumed terms when the proposition is taken contradic-
tory to the conclusion. For the same syllogisms arise as those
through conversion, so that we have forthwith figures through
which each (problem) will be (concluded). It is clear then
that every problem is demonstrated by both modes, (viz.) by
the impossible and ostensively, and we cannot possibly separ-
ate the one from the other.

Cuar. XV.—Of the Method of concluding from Opposites in the
several Figures.

In what figure then we may, and in. what we may
ous fgures - not, syllogize from opposite propositions! will be
from whicha  manifest thus, and I say that opposite propositions

llogism Is de- "y b ;
ducitle from . are according to diction four, as for instance (to

ﬁi‘iﬁfﬂ?m be present) with every (is opposed) to (to be pre-

latter (xaza iy 8€nt) With none ; and (to be present) with every

Mem ot ' to (to be present) not with every ; and (to be pre-

Herm. 7, but - gent) with a certain one to (to be present with)
Kara Thv a\g-

Yewar, of three. 10 one ; and (to be present with) a certain one to
(to be present) not with-a certain one ; in truth
however they are three, for (to be present) with a certain one

which is very frequent in dialectical disputation when the opponent is
asked to grant certain premises. Vide the 17th ch. of this book, also
Rhet. ii. 24.

! avricetpévar wpbraceig, is an expression sometimes limited to con-
tradictories, the kard T3y Aé&w, opposition is properly subcontrary : that
of subalterns is not recognised by Aristotle (¥7d@A\Anhot) ; the laws of this
last are first given by Apuleius de Dogmate Plat. lib. iil. anonymously ;
also by Marcian Capella. Vide Whately’s and Hill’'s Logic. Taylor,
from his extreme fondness for the expression * opposites,” certainly does
not ““ what is dark in this, illumine, nor what is low, raise and support.”

Ex. 1. Every science is excellent
No science is excellent
.*. No science is science.

Ex. 2. Every science is excellent
No medicine (a certain science) is excellent
.*. No medicine (a certain science) is science.

Ex. 3. No science is opinion
All medicine (a certain science) is opinion
.*. No medicine (a certain science) is science.
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gisms.! Wherefore, that the things assumed should really be
contrary, is impossible in any other way than this, as was be-
fore observed. :

tengnmio-  Cmar. XVL—OF the “ Petitio Principii,” or
f‘gi‘)’“- (Aver- Begging the Question®*

018.

L hat the To beg and assume the original (question) con-

cipii” s—s  sists, (to take the genus of it,) in not demon-
i dexgeirer  girating the proposition, and this happens in many
ways, whether a person does not conclude at all, or whether
he does so through things more unknown, or equally unknown,

r whether (he concludes) what is prior through what is pos-
4 vide post.  terion ; for demonstration is from things more
An.b.i.ch.2, creditable and prior.t Now of these there is no

T begging the question from the beginning, but since
some things are naturally adapted to be known through them-
selves, and some through other things, (for principles? are
known through themselves, but what are under
principles} through other things,) when a person
2. How this fal- endeavours to demonstrate by itself what cannot be
SecHietoss, known by itself, then he begs the original question.
p. 331, etseq. It is possible however to do this so as immediately
Bhet.ii. 26" o take the thing proposed for granted, and it is

1 Conclusions.

tradiction of the conclusion,” “ proprie syllogismus est adversarium re-
darguens, confirmando scil. quod illius sententie contradicat.” Aldrich.
It is well observed by Dr. Hessey, that the iAeycricdy iv8dpnpa of the
Rhetoric seems to include the two processes, # &i¢ 0 ddvy. dwaywynand
gvAoyig. it Tob ddvw., An. Pr.i. 38, and to correspond to the eig rd advy.
&;ovua dmodeikic, An. Post. i. 26, Vide Hessey’s Tables, 4, Rhet. ii.
22, and ii. 24.

! Proving affirmation in one, and negation in the other.

? This takes place when one of the premises (whether true or false) is
either plainly equivalent to the conclusion, or depends on that for its own
reception. The most plausible form of this fallacy is arguing in a circle,
(vide supra,) and the greater the circle, the harder to detect. Whately, b.
iii, sect. 4.  Aristotle enumerates five kinds of it, these however do mnot
concur with those given by Aldrich in his Fallacie extra dictionem. As
to the identity of the syllogism with a petitio principii, see Mansel’s Logic,
Appendix, note D. Conf. Top. 8; also Pacius upon this chap.

% These precede all demonstration: for their relative position refer to
note p. 81 ; also Meta. v. 1, x. 7, vi. 4, and Sir W. Hamilton Reid’s
Works, p. 16.
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does not yet beg the question, but he does not prove it. If
however A and B should be the same, or should be converted,
or A should follow B, he begs the question from the beginning
for the same reason, for what the petitio principii can effect
we have shown befbre, viz. to demonstrate a thing by itself
which is not of itself manifest.

s This tasey AL then the petitio prineipii isto prove by it-
may occurin  8elf what is not of itself manifest, this is not to
both the 2nd _ prove, since both what is demonstrated and that

and 3rd figures, . .
but in the case by which the person demonstrates are alike du-

%ﬁt“-;ﬁ‘o';?.‘.; bious, either ! because the same things are assumed
bythe Srdand  present with the same thing, or the same thing

' with the same things ;2 in the middle figure, and
also in the third, the original question may be the ob-
jects of petition, but in the affirmative syllogism, in the third
and first figure.> Negatively when the same things are absent
from the same, and both propositions are not alike,* (there is
the same result also in the middle figure,) because of the non-
conversion of the terms in negative syllogisms.> A petitio
principii however occurs in demonstrations, as to things which
thus exist in truth, but in dialectics as to those (which so sub-
sist) according to opinion.

! i. e. when A and B are the same, thus A is said to be with C in the
conclusion, but B with C in the minor, and in Barbara.

2 i. e. when B and C are the same with which in Barbara A is present,
the latter being predicated of B in the major, and of C in the con-
clusion.

# Because there is no affirmative syllogism in the 2nd figare.

¢ A petitio principii can only occur in an affirmative proposition.

5 i, e. the terms of a negative proposition, being different in significa-
tion, cannot be converted, which would be necessary if a petitio principii
could occur in an affirmative proposition. For whenever this fallacy
occurs in the other proposition, the subject and attribute should be iden-
tical, or nearly so. After all, it must be remembered that the Pet. Prin.
is a material, and non-logical, not a formal fallacy.
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being twice s @ Syllogism is not produced without a middle, but
mitted in the  the middle is that of which we have frequently
prop: spoken. But in what manner it is necessary to
observe the middle in regard to each conclusion, is clear from
our knowing what kind of thing is proved in each figure, and
this will not escape us in consequence of knowing how we
sustain the argument.!
) Still it is requisite, when we argue, that we
:iu:q ;;c::r::t ot should endeavour to conceal that which we direct
L’;‘igl"g. our  the respondent to guard against,® and this will be
gument—two  done, first, if the conclusions are not pre-syllogized,
Taysorefect but are unknown when necessary propositions are
- assumed, and again, if a person does not question
. those things which are proximate, but such as are especially
. immediate,* for instance, let it be requisite to con-
setelogie  clude A of F, and let the media be B C DE;
therefore we must question whether A is with B,
and again, not whether B is with C, but whether D is with
E, and afterwards whether B is with C, and so of the rest.
If also the syllogism arises through one middle, we must begin
with the middle, for thus especially we may deceive the re-
spondent.

Crap. XX.—Of the Elenchus?

1. The elen-  SINCE however we have when, and from what man-
chus (redargu-

tio) s a syllo-  1er of terminal subsistence syllogism is produced, it

! We shall know the principal counclusion, as being the subject matter
of our dispute.

? i. e. if we wish to infer an indefinite conclusion, we should secretly
endeavour that our opponent may grant us two propositions, in which the
middle is latent; if however we wish to infer a definite conclusion, we
must assume propositions containing the middle from which the con-
clusion is inferred mediately and remotely. Taylor, from whom the
above note is chiefly taken, appears to have fallen into the same error as
Bubhle, Boeth, and some of the older interpreters, by reading péca instead
of dusoa, which I have followed from Waitz and Averrois, and which
the former evidently proves to be the right reading. Vide Waitz, tom. i.
P- 521; Aver. vol. i. p. 159; Top. 8. Immediate inference is that with
which opposition and conversion are connected ; mediate pertains to in-
duction and syllogism.

3 An émixeipnpa admits of a species of this, which is called dwépypa
The original meaning of é\eyxoc is, as Dr. Hessey observes, (Table 4,)
the refutation of an actual adversary’s position, and so indirectly a con-
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than if he knew.! This however will happen, unless some
one should previously know of those who give credence through
demonstration, since it is more necessary to believe either in
all or in certain first principles, than in the conclu-
Z{,}Z}’k:,':f,?,;g gion. It is not only however requisite that he who
principles and  jg to possess knowledge through demonstration,
their opposites, . ° . .
in order topos- should know in a greater degree first principles,
sess science 2 and believe rather in them than in the thing de-
monstrated, but also that ndthing else should be
more credible or more known to him than the opposites of the
principles, from which a syllogism of contra-deception may
consist, since it behoves him who possesses knowledge singly
to be unchangeable.?
[

Cuar. III.—Refutation of certain opinions as to Science and’
Demonstration.

To some, because it is necessary that first things
1. Refutation . .2
of those who  Should be known, science does not appear #o exist,
deny the exist- ist i ;
o eimer- but to others to exist indeed, yet (they think)

there are demonstrations of all things, neither of
which opinions is true or necessary.? For those who suppose

! By being better disposed, Aristotle, who is here speaking of demon-
strative knowledge, means the intuitive apprehension of intellect. Cf.
Waitz and Biese in loc.

3 That is, free from lapsing into error, which he would fall into by not
knowing opposites, since he might believe that the opposites to true prin-
ciples are true. For the better elucidation of the above chapter, the fol-
lowing table of the principles of science is given:

'Apxai
A

cowvai 65 “v) e (;tpi )

atiopara Bicerg -
Constituting the original
premises from which de-
monstration proceeds. -

T )
opLopol Higoioeg
Definitions—real, of Assumptions of the
the subjects—nominal, existence of the
of the attributes. subjects as necessary

to their definition.
3 The argument is as follows: there are, or are not, certain rpara; if
there are not, but we admit a process ad infinitum, there is no science,
since the latter ultimately depends on certain wpara: if there are
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| » cf. Metaph. CHAP. X.—Of the Definition and Division of Prin-
! books v. vi. x. ct'plec;"

1. Definition ;I CALL those principles in each genus, the exist-
o brinepies [ence of which it is impossible to demonstrate.
existence to be| What then first things,t and such as result from
assumed. EX-} 4} ese signify, is assumed, but as to principles, we
t Videch- 2. | must assume that they are, but demmonstrate .the
rest, as what unity is, or what the straight and a triangle are ;
it is necessary however to assume that unity and magnitude
exist, but to demonstrate the other things.!
Of those which are employed in demonstrative
2. What are . P N
peculiartoeach Sciences, some are peculiar to each science, but
science, and  others are common, and common according to
" analogy, since each is useful, so far as it is in the
genus under science. The peculiar indeed are such as, that
a line is a thing of this kind, and that the straight is, but the
common are, a8 that if equals be taken from equals the re-
mainders are equal. Now each of these is sufficient, so far
as it is in the genus, for (a geometrician) will effect the same,
though he should not assume of all, but in magnitudes alone,
and the arithmetician in respect of numbers? (alone).
Proper principles, again, are those which are
assumed to be, and about which science considers
whatever are inherent per se, as arithmetic assumes unities,
and geometry points and lines, for they assume that these are,
and that they are this particular thing.} But the
o csume essential properties of these, what each signifies,
:ed what they  they assume, as arithmetic, what the odd is, or
o the even, or a square, or a cube; and geometry,

2. {da.

3 The above clears Aristotle from the charge unjustly brought against
him by Mill, since the former states here the necessity of assuming the
existence of the subject, as clearly as the latter asserts it. (Vide Mill’s
Logic, vol.i.) The principles (¢ &») from which Aristotle demonstrates
are axioms of which he gives a specimen below: *If equals, &c.”
Vide the table of the principles of science, given before. Cf. also Euclid,
b. vi. Prop. 11.

2 The geometrician and arithmetician each assume the principle, only
so far as it is analogous to his subject science ; thus the former does not
assume every whole to be greater than its part, but that every magni
is s0, and the latter that every whole number is greater than its part. Cf.
Waitz in loc. :
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whether we assume the middle to be or not to be, and in a
similar manner also in respect of the third.! For
if that be granted* in respect of which it is true
to predicate man, even if (some one should think that man
is) not man, (the conclusion) will be true, if only it is said
that man is an animal, and not that he is not an animal, for
+ Supply the it will be true to say that Callias, evermif he be
minor—Callias not Callias,t yet is still an animal,} but not that
‘;.},{‘;‘c‘;‘nm_ which is not an animal. The cause however is,
Son euse LD8% the first is not only predicated of the middle,
of what is call- but also of something else, in consequence of its
edtheprinciple being common to many, so that neither if the
tion in demon- middle be that thing itself, or not that thing, does
stration. it make any difference in respect to the conclu-
sion. But the demonstration wleich leads to the impossible,
¢ Vide an,  BSSumes that of every thing affirmation or nega-
Prior, book ii. tion is true,§ and these| it does ,not always (as-
J{Axioms.)  gume) universally, but so far as is sufficient, and
ylor. o . A . . .
it is sufficient (which is assumed) in respect of
the genus. I mean by the genus, as the genus about which a
person introduces demonstrations, as I have ob-
served before.q .
All sciences communicate with each other ac-
8. Of the com- . ) ..
mon principles cording to common (principles), and Imean by com-
of the several  mon those which men use as demonstrating from
sciences. .
these, but not those about which they demonstrate,
nor that which they demonstrate, and dialectic is (common)to all
* (Science.)  (Sciences). If also any one* endeavours to demon-
Taylor. 1e. strate universally common (principles), as that of
etaphysics. . A
Vide Metap.  every thing it is true toaffirm or deny, or thatequals
b. ii. remain from equals, or others of this kind. Dia-
lectic however does not belong to certain things thus definite,
t i.e.itis con- DOT to one particular genus;} for it would not
Iﬁr:‘nﬁe:gh interrogate, since it is impossible for the demon-
" strator to interrogate, because the same thing is
$Pr. An.b.11, Dot proved from opposites:2 this however has
c been shown in the treatment of syllogism.}

* The major.

¥ Vide ch. 10.

! Though the minor should not be assumed both to be and not to be
that which it is, nevertheless the conclusion will be right.
? Here is a proof of the difference between the dialectic of Plato and
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the multiple is consequent to the most rapid proportion, and
the most rapid proportion to fire in motion. Sometimes it
does not happen that a conclusion is made from the assump-
tions, and sometimes it happens, but is not perceived: if
however it were impossible to demonstrate the true from the
* mariew. cf. 18186, it would be easy to resolve,* for (the terms)
Prior An.b.#. would be necessarily converted.! Thus let At
ropositions. eXist, and this existing, these things also exist}
3 Tois conclu- the existence of which I know, as B, from these

know is true. then§ I will demonstrate that that “ exists. What
§orheconclu-  pertain however to mathematics, are rather con-
I The proposi- verted, because they take nothing accidental, (and
in this they differ from dialectical subjects,) but

definitions,
5. Mathemati. . Y€t they are increased, not through media, but
cal demonstra- through additional assumption, as A. of B, this of
el C, this again of D, and so on to infinity. Alsa
same, by many transversely, as A both of C and of E, as there is
media. a number 8o great or even infinite, which is A, an
odd number so great B, and an odd number C. A then is (true)
9 Examol of C, and the even is a number so great D, the
xample () even number is E, wherefore A is (true) of EY
Cuar. XITL.—The difference between Science, * that” a thing is,

and “why” it is.
1. A two-fold

difforence¢tme NOW there is a difference between knowing
syllogismbe  that a thing is, and why it is, first in the same

! Difficilius est ad dijudicandum ex quibus propositionibus coactum sit,
quod syllogismus confecit (rd dvakdeww). Waitz. Aristotle means that

the truth of the prop. might easily be collected from the truth of the
conclusion, for they might be converted.

B A
Ex. 1. Every odd number is finite or infinite
c B
Every ternary is an odd number
c A
*. Every ternary is finite or infinite.
D A
Every even number is finite or infinite
E D

Every binary is an even number
E

.*. Every binary is finite or infinite.
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. sary then that A should be present with C, so
s Example (1) that it is demonstrated that the planets are near.®
This syllogism then is not of the “why,” but of
the “that” (a thing is), for the planets are not near because
they do not twinkle, but they do not twinkle because they are
near. It happens indeed that the one may be proved through
the other, and the demonstration will be of the “ why,” as let
C be the planets, B to be near, A not to twinkle, B then is
present with C, so that A “not to twinkle” will
1 Example () he with C.t It is also a syllogism of the “ why,”
for the first cause was assumed. Again, as they
show the moon to be spherical through increments (of light),
for if what is thus increased be spherical, and the moon is in-
creased, it is evident that the moon is spherical, thus then a
syllogism of the ¢“that” is produced, but if the
tie.theform- middle is placed contrarily,} there is a syllogism
comes the ma-  of the ¢ why,” for it is not spherical on account of
jff,i}n?}d,,::ﬁ,, the increments, but from being spherical she
}:53‘:;{;“ the  receives such increments: let the moon be C,
§ Example(3.) spherical B, increase A.§ Where again the media
2. Where the  do not reciprocate,! and what is not the cause is
media donot . more known, the “that” is indeed demonstrated,
fgﬂtegemg- but not the “why ;” further, where the middle is
where the mid- placed externally,? for in these the demonstration
;"}ep{:cee’;ﬁ’m" 18 of the ¢ that,” and not of the “why,” as the
" cause is not assigned. For example, why does
not a wall breathe? because it is not an animal, for if this
was the cause of its not breathing, it would be necessary that
animal should be the cause of its breathing, since if negation
is the cause of a thing not being, affirmation is the cause of its
being, thus if the disproportion of hot and cold is the cause
of not being well, the proportion of these is the cause of be-
ing well. Likewise if affirmation is the cause of being, nega-
tion is the cause of not being, but in things which have been
thus explained, what has been stated does not occur, for not
! The cause is the middle, in the demonstration of the * why,” and
the effect is the middle, in the demonstration of the *“¢kat.”” By medis
not reciprocating, is meant when we reason affirmatively, from the effect
to the remote cause ; as, man is risible, therefore he is animal : here we
miss the proximate cause, * is rational.”
2 i, e, before hoth extremes, in the 2nd figure, in which demonstration
through a remote cause (as he will show) occurs.






278 . ARISTOTLE'S ORGANON, [Book 1

that which belongs to the ear. For here to know
Yoot that a thing is, is the province of those who ex-
belongs to the ercise the sense, but to know why it is, belongs
Do e to mathematicians, since these possess the demon-
mi’f"‘““‘- strations of causes, and often are ignorant of the

that, as they who contemplating universals, fre-
quently are ignorait of singulars from want of observation.
* i e thess. Dutthese® are such as being essentially something
geg::::ti;:ﬁ;-- elset use ferms, for mathematics are conversant
different from  With forms, since they do not regard one certain
theirsubject  subject, for though the geometrical are of a cer-
s ér procy, 8D Subject, yet not so far as they are geometrical
i Cf. Procli. N N N
Con.in Euciid. are they in a subject.} As optics also to geome-
Elem. try, so is gome other science related to optics, as
for example, the science about the rainbow, for to know that
it is, appertains to the natural philosopher, but why it is, to
the optician either simply or mathematically. Many sciences
§ie thesn 8l80 which are not arranged under each other
isknownin  subsist thus,§ for example, medicine with regard to
e arience: m geometry, for to know that circular wounds heal
another. more slowly is the province of the physician, but
why (they do so) of the geometrician.!

Crap. XIV.—The first Figure most suitable to Science.

1. Mathemati- OF the figures, the first is especially adapted to
cal demonstra- science, for both the mathematical sciences carry

! Viz. because he knows that the capacity of the circle is the largest
of all figures, having equal perimeters, hence the parts of a circular
wound coalesce more slowly. For the development of the chapter, the
following scheme of demonstration is introduced :

Demonstratio
Qmﬁ sit Propter quid sit
"

Obliqua - Directa —_——
per deductionem Non potissima Potissima
ad impossibile per causam per causam
—_—— proximam quee proximam
Per effectum Per causam  non est prima et primam.

remotam
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sare or Cames- S8hown* if both also are in a certain wht;le, but

Y That Aisnot that it is possible that B may not be in the whole
with B, in which A is, or again A in which B is, is evi-

dent from those co-ordinations{ which do not in-
terchange.! For if none of those, which are in
the class A C D, is predicated of any of those in B E F, but
A is in the whole of H, which is co-arranged with it, it is
evident that B will not be in H, for otherwise the
co-ordinates would intermingle.}
Likewise also if B is in a certain whole, but if
2. ; . . .
neither is in any whole, and A is not present with
§Toisprebe® B, it is necessary that it should not be present
demonstrable.  jndividually,§ for if there shall be a certain mid-
dle, one of them must necessarily be in a certain whole, for
there will be a syllogism either in the first, or in the middle
figure. If then it is in the first, B will be in a certain whole,
(for it is necessary that the proposition in regard to this
should be affirmative,) but if in the middle figure
either of them| may be (in the whole), for the
?.LJ’;‘:?JJ%;“%’;. a negative being joined to both,Y there is a syllo-
figure. gism,* but there will not be when, both the pro-
*InZndfigure. 4oitions are negative.
It is manifestly possible then, that one thing may not be
individually present with another, also when, and how this
may happen, we have shown.

t ovoroixias.

1 Example (1.)

)| i.e. AorB.

Cuar. XVL—Of Ignorance according to corrupt position of the
Terms, where there are no Media. 4

4 Cf.ch. 12; i ich i i .
toten-12:. THE ignorancet which is denominated not ac

ch. 1. cording to negation, but according to disposition,

! By co-ordinations, he means the series deduced from each of the ten
categories, as substances, body, etc. Now what belongs to one class can-
not be arranged in another; thus body, which is in the category of sub-
stance, cannot be in the category of quality.

Ex. 1. Substance. H. B. Quality.
Body. A. E. Colour.
Animated. C. F. Whiteness.
Rational.}

Animal.

? Vide Whately, b. iii. sec. 15—19.
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actens 18 the same as to consider whether demonstra-
t If'so, there  tions proceed to infinity,* and whether there is
;rr(i!n:‘i)p?::,tfor demonstration of every thing,t or whether there
these are inde- i3 & termination (of the extremes) relatively to
Motapin i~ each other.! _ _
and ii. I say also the same in respect of negative syl-
3. The same 88 logisms and propositions, for instance, whether A
o negatives. N N N . N

is primarily present with no B, or there will bes
certain medium with which it was not before present, as if G
(is a medium), which is present with every B; and again,

. with something else prior to this, as whether (the

},g:,‘;":;‘;;:"’ medium is) H, which is present with every G ; for
Taylorand  in these also, either those are infinite with which
Buhle read .
«not present.” first they are} present, or the progression stops.
4. The doubt The same thing however does not occur in
does not exist  things which are convertible, since in those which -
inthecaseof  gpe mutually predicated of each other, there is
reciprocals. . " . . .

nothing of which first or last a thing is predi-
cated ;2 for in this respect all things subsist similarly with
respect to all, whether those are infinite, which are predi-
§ Thepreai.  Cated of the same, or whether both§ subjects of
cates and sub- doubt are infinite, except that the conversion can-
Jects- not be similarly made ; but the one is as accident,
but the other as predication.?

! i. e, whether there may be found a last subject, which is the bound-
ary of the progression downward from the first attribute; and also whe-
ther there may be found a first attribute, by which the progression from
the last subject upward will be terminated. pdé¢ dAAgAa wepaivesfar,
dicuntur quorum termini medii non infiniti sunt, ut sive uno sive pluribus
terminis mediis interjectis major cum minore continud ratiocinatione
connectatur in conclusione. Waitz.

2 In circular proofs, as in the circle itself, there is not a first nor last.

3 Whether the attributes are infinite, in terms convertible, they may
become subjects, or whether both attributes and subjects are infinite, the
effect is the same, and Aristotle shows that these investigations may be
adapted to reciprocals, when one is per se predicated of the other, and
the other from accident. Excluding the last, the inquiry is whether the
subjects and predicates which are so per se, are finite or infinite. A
thing is attributed from accident, as man to a white thing ; but per se as
risibility to a man. Predication therefore is now assumed for attribute
per se, as will be shown in chap. 22.
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but that accident is not a certain subject, for we do not as-
sume any thing of this kind to be, which not being any thing
else, is said to be what it is said to be, but we say that it is
predicated of something else, and certain other -things of
another thing.! Neither then can one thing be predicated of
one (infinitely) upwards, nor downwards, for those of which
accidents are predicated, are such as are contained in the sub-

stance of each thing, but these are not infinite.
Joor, st s~ Both these indeed and accidents are ascending,
t i.e. immedi- and both are not infinite, wherefore it is neces-

e, sary that there should be something* of which
§ As B. primarily t something} is predicated, and some-

I Afrstpredi- thing else§ of this, also that this should stop,

?tslez)}i%at‘o;&m. and that there should be something| which is
isnothingprior Reither predicated of another prior thing,q nor
to A. another prior thing of it.*
4. Hyoothesis This then is said to be one mode of demon-
that s bdiare Stration, but there is another besides, if there is
propasition . a demonstration of those of which certain things
y be proved.
are previously predicated, but of what there is
demonstration, it is not possible to be better affected towards
them than to know them, nor can we know without demon-
stration.?  Still if thist becomes known through
$ orhe conclu- these,} but these we do not know, nor are better
IThepre-  affected towards them than if we knew them,
) neither shall we obtain scientific knowledge of
that which becomes known through these. If then it is pos-
sible to know any thing simply through demonstration, and
§ Cf. Prior An, DOt from certain things, nor from hypothgsis,.§ it
ii. ch. 18. is necessary that the intermediate predications
5. Itthereis  ghould stop ; for if they do not stop, but there is
predication,  always something above what is assumed, there
demonstration  wil] be a demonstration of all things, so that if
we cannot pass through infinites, we shall not
know by demonstration those things of which there is de-
monstration. If then we are not better affected towards
them than if we knew them, it will be impossible to know

! As whiteness of a swan, blackness of a crow.
2 To first principles (indemonstrable) we are better affected than if we
knew them through demonstration, as was shown in ch. 2
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house built ? that furniture may be preserved ; the one is for
the sake of health, but the other for the sake of preservation.
Still there is no difference between why is it necessary to
walk after supper, and for the sake of'what is it necessary?
but let walking after supper be C, the food not to rise B, to
be well A. Let then walking after supper be the cause why
the food does not rise to the mouth of the stomach, and let
this be healthy ; for B, that is, for the food not to rise, appears
to be present with walking, C, and with this A, salubrious.
What then is the cause that A, which is that for the sake of

which (the final cause), is present with C? B (is
* B. the cause), that is, the food not rising, this* how-
! Brample (2) ©Ver is as it were, the definition of it,} for A will
§ The premises be thus explained.!} Why is B present with C?
and conclusion. 00550 to be thus affected is to be well : we must

| Example (3.)

9 In final nevertheless change the sentences,§ and thus the
VEmcient  several points will be more clear.| The genera-

ganses tatter, tions hereq indeed, and in causes respecting mo-
1 Thecause.  tion,* subsist vice versi, for theret it is necessary
ﬁ Finalcause. that the middle} should be first generated, but

¥ Thelastin  here§ C, which is the last,| and that for the sake
time, not in

nature. of which is generated the last.q

Possibly indeed the same thing may be for the
2. The same . A .
thing may sake of something, and from necessity ; for instance,

sometimes PO~ why does light pass through a lantern? for ne-

cessarily that which consists of smaller particles
passes through larger pores, if light is produced by transit, also
(it does s0) on account of something, that we may not fall. If
then it possibly may be, is it also possible to be generated?

! That is, the healthy will be explained to be that which does not suf-
fer the food to rise.

B A
Ex. 2. For the food not to rise in the stomach is healthy
.C B
Walking after supper does not suffer the food to rise, etc.
. C A
.. Walking after supper is healthy.

A B
Ex. 3. That which is healthy causes the food not to rise
C A
Walking after supper is healthy
C

.. Walking after supper causes the food not to rise.
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term willbe it is the cause by accident, still they do not ap-
Post.1. 13,  pedr to be problems,! but if not, the medium will
subsist similarly,? if indeed they are equivocal, the medium
will be equivocal, if however as in genus? the medium will
be similar. For instance, why is there alternate proportion?
for there is a different cause in lines, and in numbers, and
* From th the same (medium) so far as they are lines, is differ-
samemedtum  €nt,* but so far as it has an increase of the same
uoad mum-  kind,} it is the same, the like also occurs in all
t Multiplica-  things. There is indeed a different cause in a
o oy different subject, why colour is similar to colour,
and figure to figure, for the similar in these is
equivocal, for here} perhaps it is to have the
#ides analogous, and the angles equal, but in co-
lours it consists in there being one sense (of their perception)
or something else of the kind. Things however analogically
the same, will have also the same medium by analogy, and this
is so from cause,§ and that of which,| and to
. which ¥ it is the cause following each other ; but
1 fhemalr by assuming each singly,* that of which it is the
9 Theminor  cauge is more widely extended, as for the exter-
extreme. . .
* The several Dal angles to be equal to four, is of wider exten-
speciesof the  gion than triangle or square, but equalt in all, for

1 With the ge- whatever have external angles equal to four right,
TThey rai.. will also have the medium similarly.f The me-

procate. dium however is the definition of the first ex-
treme,* wherefore all sciences are produced by definition, thus
§ Magis com. 10 shed the leaf, is at the same time consequent to
mune est. the vine, and exceeds,§® and to the fig tree, and

e exceeds, yet does not exceed all (plants), but is

! Because problems ought to be ¢ per se,” not from accident.

2 To the extremes. 3 They are synonymous.

4 Vide Mansel, Appendices B. and H., and cf. upon the method of in-
terpretation to be used here, Anal. Post. 1.4, and i. 5. Aristotle intends
by the middle being the definition of the major extreme, that it is so of
the property which is demonstrated. For instance, why does it thunder?
or why is there a noise in a cloud ? because fire is extinguished. What
is thunder? An extinction of fire in a cloud : here the medium is the
dleﬁl:iition of the major extreme, thunder, and not of the less, that is, of a
cloud.

3 Vide Waitz, vol. ii. p. 426-7, and the Port Royal Logic, p. i. ch. vi,,
also Mansel, App. A.

1 In figures.

§ i. e. the mid-
dle.






352 ARISTOTLE’S ORGANON. [Book 1.

» AsBandc. there be C, hence there may be many causes*
t Ofthe same of the same thing,} but not to the same in spe-
propertyasof  gjeg,} for instance, the cause why quadrupeds
1 Dand E dit are long-lived, is their not having bile, but why
ferinspeciet:  hirds live long, their being of a dry complexion,
§ i. e. an inde- OF something else : if however they do not arrive
monstrable  jmmediately at an individual,§ and there is mot
proposition. |

I Example(1.) one medium only, but many, || the causes also are

9 Each under
the other. many g

Cuar. XVIIL.— Observation upon Cause to Singulars.

* AstoD. WaicH of the media is the cause to singﬂars,'
1. The middle whéther that which belongs to the first universal,

T ught o or that to the singular? Evidently the nearest

to the singular to the singular to which it is cause.! For this is
to which it is

cause, the cause why the first,} under the universal,} is
148 inherent,§ C is the cause that B is inherent in |
§ InD. D, hence C is the cause why A is inherent in D,

but B is the cause why it is in C, yet to this it-

Example (1. :
I Example (1) gelf is the cause.2||

Cuar. XIX.—Upon the Method and Habit necessary to the ascer-
tainment of Principles. ’

CoNCERNING syllogism then and demonstration, what either
of them is, and how it is produced, is clear, and at the same
4 Taylorana time about demonstrative science, for it is the
Buhle annex  same : 93 but about principles, how they become

! The medium is to be assumed, proximate to the subject rather than
to the property. Habet et Awre suos gradus, quia potest esse causa
proxima qu# non est prima h. e. per se nota et indemonstrabilis: cujus
ideo prefertur, evidentia, quia (contra quam ceteree) sua luce est conspi-
cua, et nihil indiget aliena. Quare, quee hanc adhibet causam demon-
stratio, et habetur et nominatur * potissima.”” Aldrich. Cf. also Whately
and Hill.

2 As the puration of bile is the cause to itself of longevity. Taylor.

Ex. 1. Whatever is without bile is long-lived
Every quadruped is without bile
.*. Every quadruped is long-lived : but
Every horse is a quadruped
.. Every horse is long-lived.
8 The methods of cxplaining demonstration and demonstrative science
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have no habit, wherefore it is necessary to possess a certain

power, yet not such an one as shall be more excellent ac-
. cording to accuracy than these. Now this ap-

2, Animals pos- % N .

scss sensible  pears inherent in all animals, for they have an

rception. 3 3 3
B e, cr, inDate power, which they call sensible percep-
Eth.d bl.lvi. ;n. tion,* but sense being inherent in some animals,
Jacii.§  a permanency of the sensible object is engen-

5,etseq.;iil. 1. dered, but in others it is not engendered.t Those,

+ As insects. A . .

vide Tren-  therefore, wherein the sensible object does not re-

delen-de An.  maip ejther altogether or about those things which

p. 170, 174, 1L0g g8 wh
do not remain, such have no knowledge with-

1 soaylor  OUt sensible perception, but others when they per-

and Buble; ceive, retain one certain thing in the soul.] Now
e since there are many of this kind, a certain differ-
&n. Cf ence exists, so that with some, reason is produced
Brundisius.

§ Waitzand  from the permanency§ of such things,| but in
Bekkerread  therg it is not.§ Krom sense, therefore, as we

wovns, but

Taylor and say, memory is produced, but from repeated re-
Buhle, uvauns. . .
|l Asinmen, membrance of the same thing, we get experience,

¥ Asinbrutes. for many remembrances in number constitute
¢ d.e.remain- 1one experience. From experience, however, or

ng. . . .
;%yith things {from every universal being at rest in the soul,*®
perlehatle.  lthat one besides the many, which in all of them is

way weamive {one and the same, the principle of art and science
at a certain art

or science from ' arises, if indeed it is conversant with generation,}
e . of art, but if with being, of science.! Neither,

senses. * therefore, are definite habits inherent,} nor are
aiby  they produced from other habits more known,

whichprinet- . but from sensible perception, as when a flight
P " occurs in battle, if one soldier makes a stand,
another stands, and then another, until the fight is restored.

! Cf. Trendelenb. c.i. p. 137; Aldrich, Hill, and Mansel upon In-
duction and Method ; Zabarella upon the last; and Whately upon the
Province of Reasoning. The * methodus inventionis ’ can only be a
process of inference, for no arrangement of parts is possible before they
have been discovered, the discovery of general principles from individual
objects of sense, if limited to the inferential process itself, will be induc-
tion. The term, however, is sometimes extended so as to include the
preliminary accumulation of individuals: in this under sense it will em-
brace the successive steps given by Aristotle here, of aigOnoic pviun,
ipmapia, imaywyn. Mansel. Vide also Poetic, ch. xvi.; De Anim.
Proem. 167.
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4. Intellect  intellect will belong to principles, and to those
alone conver-  ywho consider from these it is evident also, that as
sant with, and N . . .

itself the prin- demonstration is not the principle of demonstra-
cipleofscience. tion, so neither is science the principle of science.
thronghtqe- If then we have no other true genus (of habit)
Enows tteob- besides science, intellect will be the principle of
Jects of science. gcience : it will also be the principle (of the know-
ledge) of the principle, but all this subsists similarly with
respect to every thing.

END OF VOL. 1.





















